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PER CURI AM

Lenard A. Footland appeals the district court’s order
granting sunmary judgnent to Defendant on Footl and’ s cl ai ns of race
and sex discrimnation, as well as retaliation,

We review an order granting summary judgnment de novo.

Higgins v. E.I. DuPont de Nempburs & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th

Cr. 1988). Summary judgnent is appropriate only when there are no
genui ne i ssues of material fact and the noving party is entitled to
judgment as a matter of |aw Fed. R GCv. P. 56(c); Celotex

Corp. v. Catrett, 477 US. 317, 322-23 (1986). W view the

evidence in the light nost favorable to the non-noving party.

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 255 (1986). A nere

scintilla of proof, however, will not suffice to prevent summary

judgnment; the question is “not whether there is literally no
evi dence, but whether there is any upon which a jury could properly
proceed to find a verdict for the party” resisting sumrary
j udgment . Anderson, 477 U.S. at 251 (1986) (internal quotation
mar ks om tted).

We agree with the district court that Footland failed to

denonstrate a prina facie case of unlawful discrimnation. See St.

Mary’s Honor Ctr. v. Hicks, 509 U S 502, 505-06 (1993). e

further agree that Footland failed to satisfy the three el enents of

a prima facie case of retaliation. See Hopkins v. Baltinore Gas &

Elec. Co., 77 F.3d 745, 754 (4th GCr. 1996). Accordi ngly, we
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affirm the district court’s judgnent. We dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



